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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 17-20 are pending. 

2. Claim 17 has been amended. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

4. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 

1 1/3/2008 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

5. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., Frisch is not applicable for Japanese and other languages... Frisch's invention is 
only effective for processing short character sequence such as single compound word 
of German and others." (Remarks, Page 7, H 1) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
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specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 1 81 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

6. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., Frisch is not capable of this kind of processing." (Remarks, Page 8, H 1) are not 
recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

8. Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

9. Under the most recent interpretation of the Interim Guidelines regarding 35 
U.S.C.1 01 , a method claim must (1 ) be tied to another statutory class or (2) transform 
underlying subject matter to a different state or thing. If no transformation occurs, the 
claim(s) should positively recite the other statutory class to which it is tied to qualify as a 
statutory process under 35 U.S.C. 101 . As for guidance to areas of statutory subject 
matter, see 35 U.S.C. 101 Interim Guidelines (with emphasis of the Clarification of 
"processes" under 35 USC 101); As an example, the claim(s) could identify the 
apparatus that accomplishes the method steps, or positively recite the subject matter 
that is being transformed. There is no physical transformation and no positive recitation 
of another statutory category within the body of the claims to satisfy 35 USC 1 01 . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. Claims 1 7-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frisch et al. (US Patent #4873634 hereinafter Frisch) in view of Baker et al. (US Patent 
# 5754972 hereinafter Baker) and further in view of Applicants admitted prior art 
(Background section). 

As per claim 17, Frisch teaches: 

Inputting the text string to be processed (Frisch, column 3, lines 25-35, 

...an improved method for generating correctly spelled example compound words in 
response to the inputting by the user of a misspelled compound word. ..); 

decomposing the text string into tokens (Frisch, columns 4-5, lines 40-67, 

1 -51 , ... decomposition of compound words. . . ); 

determining whether each token is decomposable (Frisch, columns 4- 

5, lines 40-67, 1-51 , ...Once all the possible initial components have been identified, the 
remaining portion of the compound word is subjected recursively to the same substring- 
matching procedure against the dictionary, but the compounding attributes must be 
those of a middle or back component. ..). 

Frisch fails to teach, but Baker teaches: 
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selecting whether or not to decompose a decomposable complex word in 
response to a request from an application that utilizes a morphological analysis result 
(Baker, columns 5-6, lines 63-67, 1-5, Baker teaches the use of user input to determine 
when to decompose a compound (complex) word for an application in speech 
recognition.); 

if a token is not decomposable, registering the non-decomposable token on a 
token list (Baker, column 9, lines 51-67, ...generates a candidate list 114 and 

displays that list 116, in response to the characters and formatives entered by the 
user...). 

It would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Baker with the Frisch device to have a selection process in the 
decomposition of compound word to increase the word recognition accuracy on 
compound words in speech recognition 

Frisch and Baker fail to teach, but Applicants admitted prior art teaches: 

selecting the optimum token string based on the token list 
(Background, Page 3, U 0007, Fig. 12). 

It would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Applicants admitted prior art with the Baker and Frisch device 
to generate the most likely token string, to define the decomposable complex word such 
that it can be recognized efficiently from an application using the dictionary 
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As per claim 18, claim 17 is incorporated and Frisch fails to teach, but Applicants 
admitted prior art teaches: 

wherein a master dictionary is referenced when decomposing the text string into 
tokens (Background, Page 3, U 0006, Fig 11 ) 

It would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Applicants admitted prior art with the Baker and Frisch device 
because the substitution of one known elements for another would have yielded 
predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. The 
Frisch and Baker device requires a dictionary for comparison. It would have been 
obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art to use the master dictionary provided in 
Applicants admitted prior art because the master dictionary is a pre-segmented 
dictionary of tokens and their attributes (Page 3, U 0006). Therefore, since the dictionary 
is already segmented, it would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine Applicants admitted prior art with the Baker and 
Frisch device, because the pre-segmented dictionary reduces processing in the 
generation of the most likely token string to define the decomposable complex word. 

As per claim 19, claim 17 is incorporated and Frisch fails to teach, but Applicants 
admitted prior art teaches: 

wherein a grammar dictionary is referenced when selecting the optimum token 
string on the bases of the token list (Background, Page 3, H 0007). 
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It would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Applicants admitted prior art with the Baker and Frisch device 
because the substitution of one known elements for another would have yielded 
predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. The 
Frisch and Baker device requires a dictionary for comparison. It would have been 
obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art to use the master dictionary provided in 
Applicants admitted prior art because the master dictionary is a pre-segmented 
dictionary of tokens and their attributes (Page 3, U 0006). Therefore, since the dictionary 
is already segmented, it would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine Applicants admitted prior art with the Baker and 
Frisch device, because the pre-segmented dictionary reduces processing in the 
generation of the most likely token string to define the decomposable complex word. 

As per claim 20, claim 18 is incorporated and Frisch fails to teach, but Baker teaches: 

wherein whether a token is decomposable is determined by determining whether 
a decomposable flag for the token in the master dictionary is set (Baker, 
column 9, lines 32-35, ...the compound word recognizer 82 is responsive to a user 
command to decompose, into its identified formatives, a previously identified 
compounded word..., the word is known to be a compound word, therefore it would 
have been obvious that a flag or an indicator would be set to indicate that the compound 
word is decomposable such that the user could choose to decompose the word.) 
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It would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Baker with the Frisch device to have a selection process in the 
decomposition of compound word to increase the word recognition accuracy on 
compound words in speech recognition. 



Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GREG A. BORSETTI whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-3885. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday (8am - 
5pm Eastern Time). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, RICHEMOND DORVIL can be reached on 571-272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Greg A. Borsetti/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2626 

/Richemond Dorvil/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, A rt Unit 2626 



